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Type: a)Q Telephonic b)D Video Conference 

c)S Personal [copy given to: 1)D applicant 2)^ applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)D Yes e)^ No. 
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Claim(s) discussed: 1 and 21 . 

Identification of prior art discussed: Jessup et al (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0021041 A!) . 
Agreement with respect to the claims f)S was reached. g)D was not reached. h)D N/A. 


Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Discussed claims 1 and 21 , the differences in the present invention 
and the above Jessup et at reference, and the formal Amendment that was filed July 1, 2005. Discussed adding 
language to the claims that would define the seat and/or seating area swingably mounted to a lower end of the 
backrest allowing pivotal movement from a horizontal disposition to an upright position in a direction of the carrier 
frame out of a movement path of the occupant. The Jessup et al reference does not have such movement. The seat 
or seating area remains in a horizontal position as the occupant stands. The proposed Examiner's Amendment to the 
Amendment was agreed upon and will be entered as such. 
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